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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )H Responsive to communication(s) filed on 15 May 2002 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)[X] This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) Kl Claim(s) 1-12 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 7-72 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 



(b) The invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or 
a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one 
year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) The invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published 
under section 122 (b) , by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the 
effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the 
United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language . 

2. Claims 1, 10 # and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being clearly anticipated by Westerman [US Patent #6,141,056]. 

As is shown in figure 1, Westerman disclosed an interlaced 

to progressive scanning system which comprised: 



a) 



Inter-field interpolating means (12) ; 



b) 



Intra-field interpolating means (10) ; 



c) 



Determining means (14) ; and 



d) 



Selecting means (i.e. the "illustrated" switch that 



is controlled by the determining means that selects 



between the Inter-field and intra-field interpolating 



means) . 
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3. Claims 1, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by the 1990 IEEE article "MOTION ADAPTIVE PRO- 
SCAN CONVERTER WITH TWO DIMENSIONAL CONTOUR ENHANCEMENT " by 
Markhauser et al . 

As is shown in figure 2, Markhauser et al . disclosed an 

interlaced to progressive scanning system which comprised: 



a) 



Inter- field interpolating means; 



b) 



Intra-field interpolating means; 



c) 



Determining means; and 



d) 



Selecting means. 
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4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the 1990 IEEE article "MOTION ADAPTIVE PRO- 
SCAN CONVERTER WITH TWO DIMENSIONAL CONTOUR ENHANCEMENT" by 
Markhauser et al , as set forth for claim 1 above, in view of 
Faroudja [US #5,428,398]. 

I. As is shown in figure 2, Markhauser et al . disclosed an 

interlaced to progressive scanning system which comprised: 

a) Inter- field interpolating means; 

b) Intra-field interpolating means; 

c) Edge/contour enhancing means located at the output 
of each of the interpolators; 

d) Determining means; and 

e) Selecting means. 



II. Claim 2 differs from the showing of Markhauser et al . 
only in that claim 2 indicates that the edge/contour 
enhancement occurs before the scan conversion (i.e. 
interpolation) rather than after scan conversion as is 
i 1 lus t rat ed in Markhauser et ; al . — -« 



III . Faroud j a explicitly taught that, in such interlace to 
progressive scanning systems (note figure 8) , the order of 
the edge/contour enhancement means and the interpolating 
means was a choice of design [lines 10-15 in column 6] . 
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Thus, as taught by Faroud j a explicitly, locating the 
edge/contour enhancement means in front of the 
interpolating means in the system disclosed by Markhauser 
et al . represents an obvious choice design that would have 
simplified the systems implementation by reducing the 
systems processing element count (i.e. in the modified 
system only one contour correction means would be needed) . 
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6. Claims 3, 5, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over the 1990 IEEE article "MOTION ADAPTIVE 
PRO -SCAN CONVERTER WITH TWO DIMENSIONAL CONTOUR ENHANCEMENT " by 
Markhauser et al in view of Faroudja [US #5,428,398] for the 
same reasons that were set forth for claim 2 above. The 
following is noted: 

a) With respect to claim 3 : As indicated in figure 4 of 

Markhauser et al , two dimensional edge/contour enhancement 

was to be performed by the enhancement means; i.e. wherein 

such two dimensional enhancement, by definition, includes 

both one-dimensional horizontal and one dimensional 

vertical filtering . 



7. Claims 4-9, and 12 are rejected under 35 U^S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over the 1990 IEEE article "MOTION ADAPTIVE 
PRO- SCAN CONVERTER WITH TWO DIMENSIONAL CONTOUR ENHANCEMENT" by 
Markhauser et al for the same reasons that for claim 1 above. 
The following is noted: 

a) With respect to claim 5: The examiner takes Official 

Notice that it was notoriously well known in the art for 

"inter- field interpolators to have operated by combining ' 

pixels of the odd and even fields directing. Such a 

process was known to have provided the greatest vertical 

resolution for completely still images. It would have been 

obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have further 

modified the modified system of Markhauser et al with such 
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well known inter-field interpolation means to provide 
greatest vertical resolution for completely still images. 



b) With respect to claims 4, 6, 7, 8 and 9: The examiner 
takes Official Notice that it was notoriously well known in 
the art for intra- field interpolators to have been adaptive 
(i.e. as recited) based on detected correlation/dif f erences 
of pixel values in the vertical, horizontal, and diagonal 
spatial directions thereby optimizing the interpolations 
process based on local transitions/edges/energies . It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have further modified the modified system of Markhauser 
et al with such well known adaptive intra-field 
interpolation means to provided optimized special 
interpolation (i.e. a classic tradeoff between complexity 
and accuracy) . 

C) With respect to claims 12: The examiner takes Official 
Notice that it was notoriously well known in the art to 
have replaced hardware implementations of signal processing 
circuitry with a "software" implementation for reasons of 
increased flexibility (i.e. up-gradable) . It would have 
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been obvious to have implemented the system disclosed by 
Markhauser et al in software for such well known reasons. 

8. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Westerman [US Patent #6,141,056] for the same 
reasons that for claim 1 above. The following is noted: 

With respect to claims 12 : The examiner takes Official 
Notice that it was notoriously well known in the art to 
have replaced hardware implementations of signal processing 
circuitry with a "software" implementation for reasons of 
increased flexibility (i.e. up-gradable) . It would have 
been obvious to have implemented the system disclosed by 
Westerman in software for such well known reasons. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to DAVID E 
HARVEY whose telephone number is (703) 305-4365. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F from 6AM to 3PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, John Miller, can be 
reached on (703) 305-4795. The fax phone number for the 
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organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 




DAVID E HARVEY 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2614 



